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1389-001

1389-001 BPA apologizes for the disruption that this project has caused
to landowners along the proposed route alternatives.
Although the SDEIS identified the preferred route, route
Alternatives A-D remain under consideration.  The Record of
Decision, which is expected in August 2003, will identify
whether BPA has decided to proceed with the non-
transmission alternative, no-action alternative, or identify
which route has been selected for the construction
alternative.  We cannot provide advice to you regarding
disclosure laws.

1390-001
1390-002
1390-003
1390-004

1390-001 and -002  Comment Noted.

1390-003 and -004  Construction noise is typically exempt from noise
ordinances because they are temporary impacts, but BPA
would try to keep noise to a minimum.  Please see
Sections 4.13 and 4.14 of the SDEIS.  BPA would use best
management practices to hold down dust and minimize air
pollutants.

1390-005 Please see response to Comment 340-002.

1390-005
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1391-001 1391-001 Comment noted.

1392-001

1392-001 Comment noted.
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1393-001
1393-001, -002, and -003  Please see response to Comments 1390-003

and -004.

1393-004 Comment noted.

1393-002

1393-003

1393-004
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1394-001 1394-001 Comment noted.



3-49

C
hapter 3 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - SD

EIS

1395-001
1395-001 BPA will compensate landowners fair market value for the

land rights needed for the Kangley-Echo Lake Transmission
Line Project.  We apologize for the disruption that this
project has caused to other landowners impacted by the
proposed project.
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1396-001 Comment noted.
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1398-001

1398-001 Comment noted.
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1399-001

1399-001 Comment noted.
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1400-001

1400-001 Our understanding is that Seattle Public Utilities (SPU) is
constructing a water purification plant, not a water filtration
plant at Lake Youngs.  The water purification plant involves
using ultraviolet light to purify drinking water at this
location.  We understand that the plant has been designed
to be compatible with a water filtration plant, should SPU
ever add such a facility in the future.
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1401-001

1401-001 Comment noted.

1401-002 Comment noted.
1401-002
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1402-001
1402-001 Comment noted.
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1403-001

1403-001 For the protection of aquatic species, no in-water work is
proposed for constructing the Raging River crossing.  If in-water
work is required, US Army Corps of Engineers-approved in-
water work windows for the Raging River would be adhered to
(no work from July 1st - September 15th) for the protection of
salmonid species.  Furthermore, the floodplain of the Raging
River is about 180 feet below the surrounding plateau from
which the conductor wire would be strung.  This feature will
enable the conductor to be strung without the removal or
trimming of trees within the floodplain of the river, thus
avoiding potential affects to the aquatic and terrestrial habitats
that could occur if work was performed within the riparian
area associated with the Raging River.
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1404-001

1404-001 Comment noted.

1404-002 The final decision will be made by BPA’s Administrator in a
Record of Decision.  People on the project mailing list will
be sent notice of the decision.

1404-003, -004, -005, and -006  Comment noted.

1404-002

1404-003

1404-004

1404-005
1404-006
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1406-001

1406-001 Comment noted.



3-60

C
hapter 3 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - SD

EIS

1407-001

1407-001 The mail list for landowners along the proposed route
alternatives reflects thousands of parcels, so it was not practical
to include parcel maps to indicate where individual
properties are located relative to the proposed routes.  The
corridor for Alternative C running north and south was
identified as a swath approximately 250 feet wide, although
only a corridor 150 feet wide would be needed if this route
were to be selected.  BPA could not be more specific
regarding this alignment since a site-specific route had not
been surveyed.  Landowners have called into BPA requesting
that their specific properties be identified relative to the
proposed routes, and BPA has provided site-specific maps to
these landowners and will continue to do so as requests come
in.

1408-001
1408-001 Your property lies south of the east-west portion of

Alternative C and appears not to be directly affected.

1409-001
1409-002
1409-003

1409-001, -002, and -003  Comment noted.  BPA’s tower design
standards exceed seismic loading standards so our towers
will withstand earthquakes.
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1410-001 1410-001, -002, and -003  Please see response to Comment 340-002.

1410-002
1410-003
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1411-001
1411-001 Renewable generation such as wind and solar were not

considered for this study because their resource characteristics
are a poor match for BPA’s needs to defer this project. Wind
energy was excluded because the Puget Sound Area is not
home to a commercial-grade wind resource. Solar was
excluded because the critical hours occur during the winter
months when solar radiation is scarce, and many of the target
hours occur during the evening.  Please see Appendix J,
Section 5.3.6.

Comment noted.

1411-001
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1412-001
1412-001 BPA has sent you maps indicating that your property lies over

a mile east of Alternative C.
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1413-001, -002, and -003  Comment noted.1413-001

1413-002

1413-003
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1414-001 Comment noted.

1414-002 Comment noted.
1414-001
1414-002
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1415-001 and -002  Please see response to Comment 349-001.

1415-003 and -004  Please see responses to Comments 340-002 and 1489-
001 regarding BPA’s easements on property transferred to the
City of Seattle and others.

1415-005 BPA would use its own funds to purchase additional properties.
BPA would likely be purchasing more than is needed for
mitigation.  Agencies interested in those remaining parcels with
conservation easements or deed restrictions could use any of
their own funds including Land and Water Conservation Funds
or Forest Legacy money.

1415-006 and -007  Because the Cedar River is a drinking water source
and has potential fish habitat, our Preferred Alternative crosses
the Cedar River using double-circuit towers on the existing
ROW, thus minimizing clearing across the Cedar River.  The
double-circuit towers will cost $2 million.  BPA looked at this
possibility at the Raging River crossing.  Because the Raging
River is not a drinking water source we determined that the
cost was too high for the benefit.  We will mitigate and will
consider topping trees, if feasible, instead of complete removal
across the Raging River.

1415-008 and -009  BPA is proposing constructing the line with helicopters.
However, there is work that needs to be done that requires
access roads.  Most of the roads that would be used are existing
roads, with only new spur roads needed to the new tower sites.
BPA does need access to each tower for maintenance also.

1415-010  Please see response to Comment 382-017.

1415-001
1415-002

1415-003

1415-004

1415-005

1415-006
1415-007
1415-008
1415-009

1415-010
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1416-001 Comment noted.

1416-001
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1418-001 BPA’s analyzed several alternatives inside and outside of the
Cedar River Municipal Watershed.  Alternative A would
rebuild BPA’s existing Covington to Maple Valley 230-kV
transmission line to a double-circuit 500-kilovolt (kV) line.
The new towers would be about 175-ft. tall.  The new 500-kV
line would be constructed on existing right-of-way.  Each end
of the new line would be connected to existing unused 500-
kV circuits such that the new line would be connected to the
Raver and Echo Lake Substations.  The northern vacant circuit
would need to be connected to Echo Lake Substation with a
short line on BPA property. BPA preferred transmission route is
Alternative 1, which would construct a new single-circuit
500-kV transmission line across the Cedar River Municipal
Watershed. The project map is posted on the Transmission
Business Line Web site, www.transmission.bpa.gov/projects.
If you need a more detailed map, BPA can send one to you in
the mail.

1418-001

1419-001 Comment noted.
1419-001

1417-001 This property is located along Alternatives B and D.  Although
the SDEIS identified the preferred route, Alternatives A-D
remain under consideration.  The Record of Decision, which
is expected in August 2003, will identify whether BPA has
decided to proceed with the non-transmission alternative, no-
action alternative, or identify which route has been selected
for the construction alternative.

1417-001
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1423-001

1423-002

1423-003

1423-004

1423-005
1423-006
1423-007
1423-008

1423-009

1423-010

1423-011

1423-001 Comment noted.

1423-002 The project is necessary in order to reliably meet electric
demands in the Puget Sound Area during extreme cold
weather. BPA has supported conservation programs in the
region for many years.  Nevertheless, it is clear that conserving
enough power to delay the project is not possible.  See Section
2.2.9 and Appendix J of the SDEIS.  See also response to
Comment 1421-032-003.  Further comments noted.

1423-003 and -004  Please see responses for Comments 1415-003,
-004 and -005.

1423-005, -006, -007, and -008  BPA would use the existing right-of-way
for the existing 500-kV line by using double-circuit structures
to cross the Cedar River, such that no clearing needs to take
place within the Cedar River canyon.  BPA would use care to
minimize clearing at the Raging River crossing.  To raise
structures would impose a reliability hazard for BPA because
the new line could potentially fall into the existing line.  The
current design would prevent that.  Also taller structures may
present a hazard to flying aircraft and may require special
paint and lights.  BPA will concentrate on clearing techniques
and encouraging low-growing vegetation along the Raging
River and associated creeks.  BPA is studying how best to take
care of noxious weeds such as Scotch broom.  BPA has
programs in place to take care of Scotch broom with machine
cutting and herbicides.  Chemicals cannot be used in the
Cedar River Watershed, so BPA would use other means to try
to control these invasive plants.  BPA is working with the city,
county and tribes to determine the seed mixtures to use to
meet their needs. Some new roads would be needed so that
some existing roads that currently go through wetlands can be
removed.  Short spur roads will be needed for access to
individual tower sites.

1423-009, -010, and -011  Comment noted.
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1424-002

1424-003

1424-004

1424-005

1424-006
1424-007
1424-008

1424-009

1424-012

1424-013

1424-010

1424-011

1423-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1424-003 Comment noted.

1424-004 and -005  Comment noted.

1424-006, -007, and -008  Comment noted.

1424-009, -010, and -011  The risk of blackouts is real.  On August 10,
1996, a transmission outage on the BPA system blacked out
7.5 million customers up and down the west coast.  BPA is
working to make sure that does not happen again.  Comments
noted.

1424-012 and -013  Comment noted.

1424-001
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1425-001

1425-002

1425-003
1425-004

1425-005

1425-006

1425-007

1425-001 See response to Comment 1421-038.

1425-002 See response to Comment 1421-038.

1425-003 and -004  See response to Comment 1421-038.

1425-005 See response to Comment 1421-038.

1425-006 and -007  The consultants developed a comprehensive study of
non-transmission alternatives that was not compromised by the
time available to complete the analysis.  See responses to
comments 1421-038-004, -005 and -006.  They found that “A
high level of load reduction or additional generation is required
to defer KEL. (Appendix J, Section 1.2)”  See response to
Comment 1421-032-003.  The immediacy of the problem
makes achieving this large amount of demand reduction even
less feasible.
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1426-004

1426-005

1426-006

1426-007

1426-008

1426-009

1426-001

1426-001 See response to Comment 1421-039-002.

1426-002, -003, and -004  BPA would propose to make it such that some
roads within the existing right-of-way could no longer be
used.  Those roads go through wetlands.  In addition, BPA
would work with the city of Seattle to see about removing from
service other roads for the benefit of Seattle and BPA.  Also see
responses to Comment 1415-003, -004 and -005 concerning
purchasing other lands.

1426-005 and -006  See responses to Comments 1415-003, -004 and
-005.  BPA would use its own funds.

1426-007, -008, and -090  BPA would use helicopters and other
techniques to minimize disturbance to soils.  Trees cut may be
left inside wetlands to provide for wildlife cover and to
minimize disturbance to the ground.  Low-growing vegetation
would be allowed to grow adjacent to and near streams.  No
clearing would take place inside the Cedar River canyon.

1426-002

1426-003
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1427-001

1427-002

1427-003

1427-001 Other than the concerns about Seattle’s drinking water, there
would be no direct impacts to people within the CRW.  One
to two homes may be removed outside the CRW.  There
would be visual impacts in the Kangley/Selleck area and to
those people traveling inside the CRW.

1427-002 and -003  Comment noted.
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1428-001 1428-001 See response to Comment 1421-039-002.

1431-001 1431-001 Due to the very tight schedule, BPA will not extend the
comment period.

1432-001 Comment noted.
1432-002 Comment noted.

1432-001

1432-002
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1433-002
1433-001

1433-003

1433-004

1433-005

1433-001 and -002  We have already undertaken our environmental
review of sensitive areas such as streams and wetlands, and
have published this information in the SDEIS.  BPA’s first
priority in designing its facilities is to avoid where we can, span
where we can’t avoid, and mitigate for those sensitive areas
that cannot be spanned.  However, if BPA selects any other
alternative other than Alternative 1, additional environmental
work would be necessary, primarily surveys.

1433-003 Comment noted.

1433-004 and -005  Comment noted.
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1435-001

1435-001 See response to Comment 1423.

1435-002 See response to Comment 1423.

1435-003 See response to Comment 1423.

1435-004 and -005  See response to Comment 1423.

1435-006 and -007  See response to Comment 1423.

1435-008 and -009  See response to Comment 1423.

1435-010 See response to Comment 1423.

1435-011, -012, and -013  See response to Comment 1423.

1435-003

1435-002

1435-005

1435-004

1 4 3 5 - 0 0 6
1 4 3 5 - 0 0 7
1 4 3 5 - 0 0 8
1 4 3 5 - 0 0 9
1 4 3 5 - 0 1 0

1435-013

1435-012

1435-011
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1436-001

1436-001 BPA will work with the FAA to determine spans that need to be
marked for safety.
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1437-001 and -002  Comment noted.

1437-002
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1438-001 Comment noted.

1438-002 and -003  Comment noted.

1438-004 and -005  BPA is in discussions with Seattle about the possibility
of decommissioning some roads outside the rights-of-way.
Some existing roads inside the existing right-of-way would be
made such that people can no longer travel across them.  Those
particular roads would be replaced with new roads because the
existing roads go through wetlands.  BPA has purchased 350
acres of land immediately north of the watershed and is looking
at the possibility of purchasing more lands.

1438-006 and -007  See response to Comment 340-002.

1438-001

1438-002
1438-003

1438-004

1438-005

1438-006
1438-007
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1439-002
1439-003
1439-004
1439-005
1439-006
1439-007
1439-008
1439-009
1439-010

1439-001 Comment noted.
1439-002 Comment noted.
1439-003 Comment noted.
1439-004 Comment noted.
1439-005 Comment noted.
1439-006 Comment noted.
1439-007 Comment noted.
1439-008 Comment noted.
1439-009 Comment noted.
1439-010 Comment noted.
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1440-001, -002, and -003  BPA’s environmental analysis that was recently
completed and published in the SDEIS included analysis on
four “build” alternatives outside of the Cedar River Municipal
Watershed, Alternatives A, B, C and D.

1440-004 and -005  Comment noted.

1440-001
1440-002

1440-004

1440-005

1440-003
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1441-001 Comment noted.

1441-002, -003, and -004  Thank you for your comment.  BPA will offer
landowners fair market value for the land rights needed for
this project.  Please refer to the SDEIS, Section 4.11.2.5,
Community Values and Concerns, Property Value Impact.

1441-002

1441-001

1441-003
1441-004
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1442-001 and -002  Comments noted.

1442-001

1442-002
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1443-001 Our environmental studies included Alternative C, both
Options C1 and C2.  Land use impacts would be high with
both options, and the impacts to the visual resource would be
moderate to high for those residents where the transmission
line would be the dominant visual feature.

1443-002 BPA will offer landowners fair market value for the land rights
needed for this project.  See response to Comment 1441-002.
If BPA needs to acquire land rights across your property, and
you disagree with BPA’s opinion of fair market value, BPA
would be willing to review any additional market data that
you may have, or review recent appraisals of your property.
You may also choose to use the condemnation process, and
have the courts establish Just Compensation for your property.

1443-003 and -004  Comments noted.

1441-002

1443-001

1441-004

1441-003
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1444-001 and -002  Thank you for you comment and concern for BPA’s
financial situation.  BPA is committed to mitigating the impacts
caused by this project.  Some of that mitigation may be to pay
Seattle to offset the cost of right-of-way through the CRW.

1444-003 The preferred alternative would reduce losses by
approximately 11 MW on peak.

Comment noted.

1444-004 Comment noted.

1444-001

1444-002

1444-003

1444-004



3-86

C
hapter 3 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - SD

EIS

1445-001, -002, and -003  Comments noted.1445-001

1445-002

1445-003
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1448-001 Comment noted.
1448-001
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1449-001

1449-001 and -002  Comments noted.

1449-002
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1450-001, -002, and -003  Comments noted.
1450-001

1450-002

1450-003



3-90

C
hapter 3 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - SD

EIS

1451-001, -002, and -003  Comments noted.

1451-004, -005, and -006  Each of the alternatives will impact residential
properties either directly, by having to acquire land rights
needed for new right-of-way, or indirectly, by constructing a
new line adjacent to residential property.  See response to
Comment 1441-002.

1451-007 and -008  See response to Comment 1395-001.

1451-009 and -010  Comment noted.

1451-011 Comment noted.

1451-012, -013, and -014  Comment noted.

1451-015 Comment noted.

1451-016 Our environmental analysis looked at the long-term health
impacts of the proposed transmission line and concluded that
the impacts would be mostly no to low impacts, and a high
impact for the No Action Alternative.

1451-017 The loss savings benefits go to consumers through their retail
utility, but not to BPA. See response to Comment 1421-056-
001.  Also, all alternatives for this project result in lower losses
ranging from 4 to 11 MW lower than without the project.
Comment noted.

1451-001

1451-002
1451-003
1 4 5 1 - 0 0 4
1 4 5 1 - 0 0 5

1 4 5 1 - 0 0 6

1 4 5 1 - 0 0 7

1 4 5 1 - 0 0 8

1 4 5 1 - 0 0 9
1 4 5 1 - 0 1 0
1 4 5 1 - 0 1 1
1 4 5 1 - 0 1 2
1 4 5 1 - 0 1 3
1 4 5 1 - 0 1 4

1451-015

1451-016

1451-017
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1452-001 and -002  Comments noted.1452-001
1452-002

1453-001 Comments noted.

1453-002 and -003  Comments noted.

1453-001

1453-002

1453-003
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1454-001 We must examine and be able to survive loss of a double
circuit (allowed exceptions include the one span across the
Cedar River).  Alternative B puts the 500-kV line on a tower
with the existing Rocky Reach-Maple Valley 345-kV line.  The
345-kV line is not as strong a source as a 500-kV line, so the
simultaneous loss of one 500-kV and one 345-kV is not
traumatic.  Also they go to different locations, so we would not
lose two lines into Echo Lake Substation.

1454-001

1455-001 and -002  Comments noted.

1455-003 and -004  Comments noted.

1455-005 and -006  Our analysis looked at the impacts to the social
environment as well as the natural environment for all project
alternatives under consideration including Alternative A.  A
summary of these impacts in contained on Table 2-3 in the
SDEIS.

1455-001

1 4 5 5 - 0 0 2
1 4 5 5 - 0 0 3
1 4 5 5 - 0 0 4
1455-005
1455-006
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1458-001, -002, and -003  Comments noted.

1458-004 Comment noted

1458-002

1458-004

1458-001

1458-003
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1459-001, -002, and -003  Comments noted.

1459-004 and -005  See response to Comment 1423-002.

1459-006  See response to Comments 1421-032-002 and -003.

1459-007 and -008  BPA and Seattle recognize that the risk for causing
more than two events of massive erosion to happen in one
year during the construction phase is extremely unlikely.
Although extremely small, the risk is still there.  BPA would
purchase insurance just in case for the cost of a turbidity
filtration plant if one were needed to be constructed.

1459-009 Section 2.3.8 of the SDEIS examines the double-circuit
alternative.  The WECC Reliability Criteria (http://www.wecc.
biz/documents/policy/WECC_Reliability_Criteria_802.pdf)
does not permit exceptions for double-circuit towers but for
short distances (e.g., river crossings).  See page 28, Table I,
Category C, Contingency 5 (Any two circuits of a multiple
circuit powerline) and footnote g.  BPA did a risk analysis for
the WECC Reliability Probability Evaluation Work Group
(RPEWG) to demonstrate acceptable performance for the
proposed Kangley-Echo Lake line on a parallel right-of-way.

1459-010 See response to Comment 1421-031-001.

1459-011 Please see response to Comments 1415-003, 004 and 005.

1459-012 See response to Comments 1421-038-004 and 1421-032-003.

Comments are included in the public record.

1459-001

1459-002

1459-003

1459-004
1459-005

1459-006

1459-007
1459-008

1459-009

1459-010

1459-011

1459-012
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1460-001 Comment noted.
1460-001



3-96

C
hapter 3 —

 C
om

m
ents and Responses - SD

EIS1461-001 Comment noted.

1461-001
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1462-001 Comment noted.
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1463-001 Comment noted.
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1465-001 Comment noted.1465-001
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1466-001 Comment noted.

1466-002 Comment noted.

1466-003 Comment noted.

1466-004 This item has been addressed in a letter to BPA dated
March 3, 2003 and is summarized below.  The Schultz-Raver
No. 2 500-kV transmission line traverses east-west across the
south end of the Foothills Water Assoc. (FWA) service area.
The Raver-Echo Lake 500-kV transmission line extends to the
north across the northwest corner of the FWA service area.
The FWA’s well field is located about one block east of the
current Raver-Echo Lake transmission line easement and abuts
the south boundary of the Cedar River Watershed.

Alternative 1 extends about 3,800 feet through the FWA
service area.  Alternative A would tap into the Schultz-Raver
No. 2 500-kV transmission line near the west boundary of the
FWA service area and extend west in an existing transmission
line ROW.  If Alternative 1 or A is constructed, a relatively
small portion of the existing area that the FWA currently serves
will be impacted.  These impacts will be limited in intensity
and area and will be primarily temporary.

Potential impacts to the groundwater supplies are discussed in
Appendices F, M and Y.   It is unlikely that the FWA’s
groundwater source will be impacted by the construction or
operation of the transmission line; however, spills of fuel oil,
lubricants or other hazardous materials could occur.  A
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that will include a
hazardous materials spill response plan will be required to be in
place during construction.  These plans typically require vehicle
fueling and storage, and storage of hazardous materials, to
occur away from groundwater protection areas.  This plan is
intended to facilitate a rapid, appropriate response to reduce or
eliminate potential impacts in the unlikely event that a
hazardous material spill occurs.

1466-005 and -006  Please see response to Comments 1466-004.

1466-007  Routes 4A and 4B are still under consideration as are all of the
alternatives analyzed in detail in the SDEIS.

1466-001
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1467-001

1467-001 Comments noted.

1467-002 The expected magnitudes of the electric and magnetic fields
from the proposed Kangley–Echo Lake 500-kV line are
described in Appendix E, Electrical Effects.  As indicated in
Appendix G, Assessment of Research Regarding EMF and
Health, health effects research (through mid-2000) shows no
convincing evidence that field levels associated with the
proposed line cause harmful health effects.  This conclusion
represents the findings of numerous scientific review panels.
Furthermore, regulatory organizations have stated that there
are insufficient data to establish exposure limits based on long-
term exposures to fields at the levels found near transmission
lines.

Subsequent updates of the health assessment find that recent
research findings have not altered the conclusion that there is
no convincing evidence linking transmission line fields to
adverse health effects.  The latest assessment was prepared for
the BPA Grand Coulee–Bell 500-kV project and includes
research through May 2002 (see Appendix Z).

BPA must rely on assessments of known impacts and not on
possible future findings.  Epidemiological, cellular and animal
research over several decades has not demonstrated a link
between exposures to electric and magnetic fields from
transmission lines with an adverse health effect.  To speculate
on the impacts of future legal proceedings arising from
unidentified impacts is beyond the scope of the
environmental process.

1467-003 Comments noted.

1467-002

1467-003
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Seattle does not want the transmission line to cross the CRW,
but if it does, then only if it were parallel to the existing line to
minimize impacts.  That is the main reason for BPA choosing
Alternative 1 as the preferred plan while recognizing that it
could cause the removal of two homes.

See response to Comment 1395-001.

1468-001
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1469-001 Comment noted.

1469-002 Thank you for your comment.  See response to
Comment 1441-002.
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